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Can you provide these to ibwc?

Thanks
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Your attention is directed to the attached summary of events crafted by Please advise if you can provide us
with an electronic copy of the White Papers produced by Baker on May 6, 2008, and January 15, 2010.

Said copies are for our information and records only. Thanks for your continuos support.

(b) (6) pELA
Supewisony Civil Engineer
IBWC, U.S. Section
Headquarters
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Following is a summary of the analyses and submittals produced for the O-1, O-2, O-3 project.

1) March 28, 2008: the first report for O-1, O-2, O-3 was submitted for review. In this report, the fence was modeled using HEC-RAS as follows:

a) Locations where the fence was parallel to the flow, the fence was represented as a post in the floodplain

b) Locations where the fence was perpendicular to the flow, the fence was represented as a complete blocked obstruction

· USIBWC did not approve this method of representing the fence, stating that with a post in a floodplain, flow was allowed to freely cross the fence. Their contention was that the fencing even when installed parallel to the main channel flow could clog up with debris essentially rendering it impermeable.  



2) May 6, 2008: A white paper was prepared by Chris Johnson, a Baker Employee, discussing various modeling approaches for the fence and concluded that it would be reasonable to allow flow to cross the fence.  



3) May 9, 2008: USIBWC sent Baker a new existing condition HEC-RAS model for use in modeling the fences.  This new model included additional cross sections at both ends and along the fences.  A new drainage report is produced using this model and the recommendation of the white paper produce in May 6, 2008 described above.



4) May 30, 2008: FM&E investigated whether a removable bollard concept would be a viable alternative.  The removable bollards would sit on a jersey barrier and be removed during the flood event.

a) Calculations were performed to determine whether it was possible to keep the removable bollard either on the ground, attached to the footings, or placed away from the floodplain.

b) Jersey barrier impacts, without the bollards, were analyzed and resulted in virtually no impact to the floodplain. 

c) This method was later found to be impractical by the Border Patrol due to operation and maintenance issues, among others.





5) May 27, 2009: The following was decided:

a) Redo the entire hydraulic analysis by modeling the fence as a solid wall independently of flow direction.  Therefore, a split flow analysis would be required.

b) Additions of more cross sections to more precisely depict the existing conditions, including the addition of existing dwellings and structures.

c) USIBWC provided Baker with LIDAR data for the new analysis.



6) August 6, 2009: A meeting was held with CBP, FME, and USIBWC to discuss the results of new analyses that were prepared reflecting multiple alternatives in an attempt to meet the criteria on both the US and Mexican sides

a) The alternatives included new alignments and openings in the fence

b) The impacts met all the criteria in Mexico

c) There were a few cross sections that did not meet the criteria on the US side.



7) December 2009: A new drainage report was created and submitted for review reflecting the different alternatives utilizing a split flow analysis. 



8) January 2010: Meeting held with CBP, FME, USACE, and Baker to discuss the status of the different analyses and the way forward. 



9) January 15, 2010: A white paper was prepared by Baker addressing the current regulatory status for the Rio Grande floodplain, the proposed project impact to the establish floodplain, the process for updating the regulatory mapping, the regulatory requirements of FEMA and local jurisdictions, and the possible risks this project could create for DHS and USACE.



10) February 23, 2011: Baker and USIBWC met at USIBWC’s office in El Paso and agreed on the 2D modeling approach for the floodplain analysis.



11) June 7, 2011: Baker Submitted to USIBWC for review a Draft Drainage Report describing the hydraulic analysis of the RioGrande Floodplain for Fence segments O-1 O-2 O-3. This analysis followed the approach approved by USIBWC in February 2011.



12) June 29, 2011: USIBWC submitted comments on the report by email.



13) August 26, 2011: Baker submitted to USIBWC the Final Drainage Report describing the hydraulic analysis of the RioGrande Floodplain for Fence segments O-1 O-2 O-3. This final report addresses USIBWC’s comments on the draft report submitted on June 7.
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